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The CHAIRMAN (Czechoslovakia) (t ranslation from Russian )g I declare 'open the 
one hundred and f orty--first plenary meeting of the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee on Disarmament* 

Mr. EUKMS (Canada) o I was not present at the meeting on Friday last. However, 
I have now had an opportunity to study the verbatim record (EI\[DC/PV,139) of that meeting, 
and in particular the remarks of the Soviet representative on the subject of a non- 
aggression pact ( ibid > rp>5 et s>) ^ In the course of his statement Mr, Tsarapkin referred a 
number of times to statements made by the Canadian delegation, 

I wish to point out that Mr, Tsarapkin seems to have misinterpreted or misunderstood 
the Canadian position and the comments we put forward on 3 Jfey (ENDC/PVel27, pp« 13 et seq ^ 
and 17 May (ENDC/pV.133, pp. 13 et sea. ). I do not believe that it is necessary to weary 
the Committee by reiterating the various statements which I made and which seem to have 
been misinterpreted by Ifr. Tsarapkin, The Canadian view is already on the records of the 
Conference, and the Soviet delegation can consult them further if it" wishes to have an 
accurate understanding of our position, 

I should like to add a few specific remarks about Mr, Tsarapkin ^s statement. On 
more than one occasion he attributed to the Canadian delegation arguments and points of 
view which in fact were- put forward by the representatives of the -socialist countries* 
I will give two examples. 

Mr, Tsarapkin said on 31 May last (ENDC/PV,139, p. S ) that I had argued that the 
Soviet draft non-aggression pact (ENDC/77) would be a regional undertaking or arrangement. 
Further on (ENDC/pV, 139 , p. 13), he attributed to me the argument that the non-aggression 
pact is related to the normalization of the situation in Europe and connected to. the 
question of European boundaries. 

I should like to draw the attention of the Committee to what I said on 3 May 
(ENDC/PV,127, p. 18), After quoting a number of statements made by the socialist rep-- 
resentatives which connected this subject to security questions in Central "Europe and the 
normalization and stabilization of the European situation, I said that those members of 
this Conference who proposed discussion of a non-aggression pact in this Committee them- 
selves believed and strongly maintained that the matter was directly connected with 
general European political questions. 
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That we drew the attention of the Committee to that fact surely cannot be interpreted 
as giving a judgment on whether the Soviet proposal or any. of its features are good, bad 
♦or indifferent I, On the contrary, what we said explained our view on the unde sir ability 
of discussing the Soviet proposal in this particular forum, the Eighteen-Nation Disar- 
mament Conference* Nevertheless, Mr* Tsarapkin said many times that we had rejected the 
Soviet Union's draft non-aggression pact. How can he say that we reject that proposal 
when we have refrained from commenting on its substantive aspects? We have not rejected 
the Soviet draft proposal, and of course lare have not accepted it* We have just given, 
some of the reasons why it appeared to us that this was not the forum for it. 

In his statement on 31 May Mr, Tsarapkin put forward a rather novel argument. He 
accused the Western representatives of trying to make this matter one for bargaining. 
He. said o 

"Haggling on questions of peace and war, on questions of international security, is 
a regrettable feature of the policy of the Western Powers, a feature which has been 
preventing progress in all fields of the Committee's work." ( ENDC/pV.139, T).12 ) 
If I understand that arg.ument correctly, it seems inconsistent with the main. theme of 
Mr. Tsarapkin 's statement. Having accused the West of rejecting the Soviet draft non- 
aggression pact^ he then seems to imply that we have not rejected it but wish to bargain 

about it. I hope that when. Mr.. Taarapkin criticized the concept of bargaining he did 

not mean that the only course open to members of this Conference is to accept or reject 
Soviet proposals without attempting negotiation. After all, what is the difference 
between bargaining and negotiation? When two parties start from different standpoints 
or have differing objects, there has to. be negotiation if an agreement is to be reached 
or, in other words, if a bargain is to be struck. On a number of occasions in this 
Conference the Soviet representative has. treated Western comments, questions qr suggestions 
about Soviet proposals as amounting to a rejection of them. He has done that in the 
field of general and complete disarmament when the West has been asking probing questions. 
He has done it in the field of collateral measures when. the West has said that this is not 
the best place to discuss the particular measure of which I have been speaking. 
Also at the meeting on 31 May, Mr. Tsarapkin saids' 

"... the representatives of the Western Powers in the Eighteen-Nation Committee on 
Disarmament, who shout from the rooftops that NATO is a purely defensive organization 
of the Western Powers and has no intention of attacking anyone, in reality prove the 
exact opposite by refusing to accept the Soviet proposal for the conclusion of a 
non-aggression pact." (ibid. ^ pp. ,5'"6); 
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Those particular remarks of Mr. Tsarapkin reveal two characteristic points o first, the 
allegation.. that,' by saying we do not think this is the forum in which to discuss a 
NATO-Warsaw Treaty non-aggression pact, we have rejected the substance of the Soviet 
proposal, and secondly that by so doing we prove that the West has aggressive intentions. 

On the point whether this is the best forum for negotiating a non-aggression pact, 
I would point out to the Committee that such a pact would affect all members of both 
alliances. However, whereas there are five out of seven of the Warsaw Treaty members 
here, there are only four 'out of f if-teei NATO members represented. 

I do not think it would be useful to prolong argument on these points. We hope 
that the delegation of the Soviet Union will try to understand our viewpoint, and will 
refrain in future from imputing aggressive intentions where none exist. I am speaking 
now of matters other than the proposal (ENDC/77) that I have been talking about up to now. 
We hope also that the Soviet Union delegation will reconsider its approach to the work of 
the Conference, so that v/e may have a true negotiation and not a series of Soviet proposals 
which- must be accepted by the West without explanation, modification or negotiation, 
failing which acceptance the VIestern members of the Conference are apt to be denounced as 
warmongers or, at best, as hypocrites. 

The CHAIMAInI (Czechoslovakia) ( translation from Russian )g I should now like 
to speak in my capacity as representative of Czechoslovakia. 

At our meeting last Friday, 31 May, I. had the opportunity to express the views 
of the Czechoslovak delegation (ENDC/PV.139o p. 25) with regard to the Soviet proposal 
(ENDC/91) to declare the Mediterranean area a zone free from nuclear missile weapons. 
In connexion with the unfounded arguments of the representatives of the United States 
and. the United Kingdom, who as usual have tried to get rid of this important proposal 
of the Soviet Union.. easily by dismissing it as one-sided and intended for propaganda, I 
have already pointed but that, despite these views and strivings of the Western countries, 
the idea:, of creating denuclearized zones is now well-established and alive 5 it is taking 
root ever mpre d.eeply throughout the world and meeting with ever greater response and 
support from the peoples and governments of various. countries. 

At today ^s meeting I should like to draw the attention of the Committee to certain 
aspects of the question. of denuclearized zones, and critically analyse certain unfounded 
arguments of the Western Powers against a practical, discussion and implementation of these 
proposals. 
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The Czechoslovak delegation,'. which is anxious above all for the preparation of an 
agreement' on general and complete disarmament, understands and highly appreciates 
proposals for collateral measures which could contribute, directly or indirectly, to the 
achievement of this basic aim* Together with the proposals not to proliferate nuclear 
weapons, not to station strategic means of delivery of nuclear weapons on foreign 
territory, and to conclude a non-aggression pact between the NATO and the Warsaw Treaty 
countries, the proposals for the creation of nuclear-free zones in various parts of the 
world are measures the implementation of which- at the present time would substantially 
contribute towards the slowing down of the armaments race, to the lessening of tension, 
and thereby to the creation of favourable conditions for general and complete disarmament* 

With this fundamental consideration in view, the Czechoslovak Government has always 
consistently given its support to proposals for the creation of zones free from nuclear 
weapons in various parts of the' world, as and- when such proposals were put forward-. 

The ideai of creating denuclearized zones did not appear overnighto It was a result 
of the searchings, discussions and strivings of the peoples to find an effective way to 
restrict and then eliminate the danger arising from the presence and the proliferation 
of nuclear v/eapons. It had its origin in the minds of the peoples who in the mid-1950s 
.were anxiously watching the development of the plans of the military strategists of the 
United States and its allies in the direction of a further spreading of nuclear weapons 
in various parts of the world and in regard to equipping the armies of the NATO countries • 
with nuclear weapons. 

In this situation the proposal of. the Government of the Polish People ^s Republic 
(ENDC/C.l/l) for the creation of a denuclearized zone in Central Europe which would 
include, besides the Polish People ^s Republic, the territory of the Czechoslovak Socialist 
Republic and the two German States, acquired particular urgency. This proposal was 
submitted to the twelfth session of. the United Nations General Assembly in 1957 
(a/PV,697, para. 136) and is also before us here. 

In this connexion I should also like to remind representatives of the valuable 
initiative of the Government of the German Democratic Republic, which sent our Committee 
a memorandum circulated as document ENDC/l6 of 27 March 1962. In that memorandum the 
Government of the German Democratic Republic expressed its support for the proposal of 
the Polish People *s Republic for the creation of a denuclearized zone, and at the same 
time proposed that the aforesaid zone should be extended to the countries of Northern 
Europe. 
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Adoption of the measure's proposed in that plan for the creation of a denuclearized 
zone in Central Europe^ which would. prevent the stationing of nuclear weapons in an area 
so important from the political and military standpoint^ would. bring enormous relief to 
the peoples of Europe and the whole world. . It cannot be doubted that such a step would 
have favourable effects on the general international situation o it would contribute 
towards lessening the danger of a nuclear war; it would strengthen the sense of security 
and contribute towards the creation of an atmosphere of mutual trust. in the relations 
between States and towards the creation of favourable conditions for the solution of other 
important problems on the agenda of our Committee « 

This was and is the fundamental meaning of the Polish proposal, which embodied the 
opposition of the peoples to the accumulation of nuclear armaments and the threat of a 
nuclear waro 

In the years ,since the proposal for the creation of a denuclearized zone in Central 
Europe was made by the Government of the Polish People *s Republic, the interest and 
anxiety shovjn by world public opinion in regard to putting an end to the proliferation 
of nuclear weapons have become even greater. This is evidenced by a number of proposals 
for the creation of similar zones in Scandinavia, the Balkans, the Near and Middle East, 
the Far East, the Pacific Ocean, Latin America and other areas » Furthermore, some 
important and practical steps have already been taken to put into practice the idea of 
denuclearized zones. I should like to recall the convention of December 1961, which 
recognized the need to respect the status of Antarctica as a denuclearized zone, and the 
important resolution of the sixteenth session of the United Nations General Assembly 
proclaiming Africa a denuclearized zone (a/RES/i652(XVI )), which received new confirmation 
at the recent meeting of the Heads of States of Africa. in Addis. Ababa (see. ENDC/93, para.l) 

The idea of zones free from nuclear weapons has recently been given important support 
in the proposal of the Government of the Soviet Union to declare the Mediterranean area 
a zone free from nuclear missile weapons (ENDC/91, p«6 ). A nuclear-free zone in that 
area could become a continuation of the zone in Africa and create the prerequisites for 
its further extension to the Balkans, Central Europe and Scandinavia. Gradually a con- 
tinuous bolt of such zones could be created, thus supporting the valuable initiative of 
Mr. Unden (a/C.1/Lo297 and Add. 1,2), which in fact is a universal embodiment of the idea 
of denuclearized zones. 
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All these proposals go to show beyond dispute how necessary and very urgent this 
question is« The statements made recently by a number of delegations in our Committee 
also testify to this fact* I should like to recall <> for example, the statements of the 
■.represent'ative of Ethiopia at "our meeting of 20 February (MDC/PV*100, p.2l), those of 
Nigeria and India at our meeting of 6 May (ENDC/PV,128, pp, 18, 19, 24), and the state- 
ments of the representatives of the socialist countries during the discussion of a 
denuclearized zone in the Mediterranean (ENDC/pV*137)» 

In other forums where disarmament is being discussed the question of creating de~ 
nuclearized dories has also received great attention^ Permit me to recall, for example, 
the important-assembly "World without Bombs", which took place from 21 t6 28 June 1962 
in Accrao The final resolution adopted by this Assembly on the question of denuclearized 
zones sayso 
( continued in English ) 

"The prevention of the spread of ijuclear weapons and the balanced creation of 
nuclear-free zones over a large area in the. world is, under present- conditions, 
of the utmost importance. This would be a concrete contribution towards the 
complete prohibition of nuclear weapons and the achievement of an agreement on 
general disarmament* In particular we endorse the concept of a nuclear-frd(5 
Africa and we welcome the initiative taken by the people of Africa* We propose 
the creation of nuclear-free zones in other areas, such as South-East Asia, the 
Middle East and Latin America, as well as the balanced creation of zones of 
disengagement in Europe." (Conclusions of the Accra Assembly. t).13 ). 
(continued in Russian ) 

It is significant that the socialist and non-aligned countries are the active 
advocates of this idea and that the Western Powers, members of NATO, oppose it. Suffice 
it to remember the testy reaction with which the representatives of the United States and 
the United Kingdom met at the meeting of 27 May (ENDC/PV.137, pp.22 and 26) the Soviet 
Union ^s proposal to declare the area of the Mediterranean Sea a denuclearized zone. 
A categorically negative attitude towards the idea of creating denuclearized zones is 
being taken particularly by the Government of the Federal Republic of Germany, 'which, as 
is well Icnovm, opposes any proposals aimed at the lessening of tension in the world<» 
Not surprising, therefore, are the malicious attacks which the Minister of Defence of the 
Federal Republic of Germany, Mr. von Hassel, made on 2 June this year on the proposal of 
the President of Finland, 1*. Kekkonen, to declare Scandinavia a denuclearized zone^ 
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Permit me now to dwell on certain arguments put forward by the Western Powers for 
the purpose of minimizing the importance of denuclearized zones and preventing their 
implementation. Their representatives assert particularly — as, for example, the United 
Kingdom representative, Mr* Godber, did at our meeting of 27 May- - that such zones should 
not be set up - 

^^••* in ^n area of direct military confrontation of the Great Powers or where there 
is .•• a complex system of essential defensive arrangements such as exists in 
Europe." (ibid.. d>22) 

We, on the contrary, consider that denuclearized zones should be set up in all" areas 
where there are the appropriate pre-conditions and, in particular, in the areas which are 
potential sources of conflict between the major Powers or whore the circumstances are such 
that they may develop into such sources. We cannot go on merely marking time, fearing 
to take a step which might lead to practical intervention in the present military 
structure of certain areas and to the direct elimination of the sources of tension in 
certain parts of the world. If our Western partners representing the NATO countries here 
do not wish to recognize, this, world public opinion is fully aware of it and is demanding 
with ever greater insistence that various areas of the world be declared denuclearized 
zones. 

This has also found. expression in our Committee. I should like to recall, for exampl 
the words of the representative of Ethiopia at our meeting of 20 February regarding the • 
creation of a denuclearized zone in Africa o 

"We should also be happy to see other countries of the world adopt it " — thr.t ic, 
the idea of nuclear-free zones --"for their own regions. We have no doubt that, if 
nuclear-free zones multiply and encroach especially upon sensitive areas, tension 
between the nuclear Powers will be significantly eased and a measure of relief and 
trust engendered. That would be a significant contribution to the arduous task 
of achieving general and complete disarmament." ( EMDG/PV>100, id.21) 
At our meeting of 6 May the representative of Ethiopia, speaking of the valuable 
initiative of. the Presidents of the five Latin -American countries, frankly expressed the 
hope that - 

"... the example of this declaration will be followed by other governments, especially 
in certain sensitive areas where nuclear weapons already exist." ( EHDG/PV.1 28. ^ p^23] 
Some of our Western partners continue to claim that the creation of nuclear-free zones 
given the present level of military, technique, and particularly the existence of nuclear 
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missiles^ would not be expedient and could not achieve the aim we are pursuing* They also 
say^ as did, for example, the representative of the United Kingdom, that - 

•^•o Europe is a small continent geographically, and I have already intimated 

the problem of nuclear weapons in this context because of their almost global 

effect • " (ibid ^5 po25) 
They do not believe that - 

"«*« Central Europe could isolate itself from the effects of nuclear war should it, 

unhappily, break out." (ibido ) 

But what is the real situation? The proposal to create a nuclear-free zone in Europe, 
although it would still not eliminate the threat of a nuclear missile war, would neverthe- 
less be a substantial contribution towards reducing the danger of such a conflict. First 
of all, wherever the armed forces of the NATO and the Warsaw Treaty countries are close to 
each other, it would prevent any possible local conflict^ in which tactical nuclear weapons 
would be used, from developing li]<:e an avalanche into a world-wide nuclear \4av. The point 
is that these weapons v/ould be eliminated from the armaments of the armies. 

The possibility of a nuclear war by accident would also be to a considerable extent 
restricted. There would be eliminated the nuclear equipment of aeronautical means of 
delivery., which, in view of their technical peculiarities, represent a considerable risk 
of conflict by accident, whether as a result of a forced landing on the actual territory, 
or as a result of a violation,>of the air space of another State, which mj-ght occur by error 
or through a failure of instruments. The elimination from agreed areas of tactical and 
operational rocket delivery means .which are distributed in various units of the armed forces 
would have a similar significance. This would prevent the possible misuse of nuclear 
weapons stationed on the territory of other countries ♦ This is of particularly great 
importance in regard to the Federal Republic of Germany, in view of the adventurist ic 
nature of the military doctrine of German imperialism. The possible manufacture of 
nuclear x^eapons in the Federal Republic of Germany would also be precluded. 

The Western Powers should weigh up carefully all these facts if they do not want to 
be drawn one day -- even against their will-- into a nuclear conflict brought about by the 
German militarists, with all the ensuing consequences. 

The representative of the United Kingdom, in the statement already referred to in which 
he spoke against the creation of a denuclearized zone in Europe, admitted the possibility 
that even the countries of the area declared a denuclearized zone would become the victims 
of nuclear weapons in the event of a military conflict (ibid. <> p. 26). In saying this he 
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was lo^.i^g... sight of the. fact that the very promulgation of such zones in peacetime would 
have an extremely positive importance for the strengthening of international security and 
might to a considerable extent prevent the outbreak of a nuclear conflict* 

His assertion does not quite fit either the case where a nuclear conflict should 
actually occur, in view of the guarantees which the nuclear Powers would assume in regard 
to the countries of the ^^one in questions namely, not to use nuclear weapons against them. 
The Soviet Union has already repeatedly expressed its willingness to give such guarantees^ 
Let the Western Powers assume the same obligation, and then the people of the countries 
included in the denuclearized zones could sigh with relief and shed their well-founded 
fears of the consequences of a thermonuclear war. 

Also on 6 May, the United Kingdom representative, Mr. Godber, also asserted that, in 
view of the global nature of nuclear weapons we should aim ats 

'"... denuclearizing the whole world within the framework of general aiid complete 

disarmament." (ibid, y p*2; ^) 
He. asserted this in order to minimize the importance of denuclearized zones. We also are 
among the convinced advocates of the principle that our main attention should be directed 
towards the preparation of an agreement on general and complete disarmament. But that 
should not prevent us from striving actively and with all our energy to bring about the 
implementation of positive partial measures, including the creation of denuclearized zones. 

However, Mr. Godber 's pos^ition deserves attention for the reason that, on the one hand 
he tells us that when discussing collateral measures we should take the way of freeing the 
whole world from nuclear weapons and should give preference to this way before creating 
individual denuclearized zones; and on the other hand, as we saw during the meeting of our 
Committee held on 29 May, when discussing the question of general and complete disarmament 
he puts forward arguments which throw doubt on the possibility of nuclear disarmament at 
all (ENDC/PV.138, p.4l). Where is the logic here? How can such a position be considered 
a serious approach to the negotiations? 

Very often during the discussion of the question of denuclearized zones we hear re-- 
peated assertions about the proposal being one-sided. Thus, for example, at the meeting 
of 27 Ifey the representative of the United States, Mr. Stelle, again criticized the Soviet 
Union *s proposal to declare the Mediterranean a denuclearized zone, in particular for the 
alleged reason that while the United States would have to withdraw its submarines equipped 
with Polaris missiles from that areas 

"Neither the Soviet Union nor any of its allies would perform a single act of arms 

reduction or withdrawal under this Soviet proposal." (ENDC/PVo137, 7d.26 ) 
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But such an assertion is of course quite out of place. After all, it is not the 
Soviet Union but the United States and other NATO Powers who began unilaterally to deploy 
the deadly nuclear missile weapons in the area of the Mediterranean* Neither in the 
.past nor at present have the socialist States subjected by such measures the countries. of 
that area to the direct danger of their becoming ^ in the event of a military conflict, 
some of the first victims of a thermonuclear retaliatory strike against NATO^s nuclear 
bases* If one-sidedness is to be seen m anything, it is precisely in these measures of 
the Western Powers and there alone. 

Public opinion in Mediterranean countries is fully aware of this fact. This -is shown 
by the reaction to the Soviet Union ^s proposal for the creation of a denuclearized zone 
in the Mediterranean, as well. as to the statements of representatives of the Western Powers 
in our Committee « Permit me to read out at least a part of the leading article of "The 
Egyptian Gazette " of 29 May 1963 t 
(continued in Enp:lish) 

"Mr. Stelle^s remark at Geneva on Monday was enlightening ... The point 

he seems to have missed -.- although it would be more charitable to say he ignored 

it — is that if the Mediterranean were a nuclear-free zone, if there were no 

Western targets for Soviet missiles, in it — Russia would be hardly likely to waste 

its nuclear ammunition on it.", 
(continue d in Russ ian) 

As for the attempts of the- Western Powers to present the proposals of the Socialist 
countries for the creation of denuclearized zones as propaganda manoeuvres, I have already 
had the opportunity in my statements to point out their absolute groundlessness. I do 
not intend today to deal with such arguments again. Nevertheless, I should like to recall 
at lea-st the words of the leading article of "A lger Republicain " of 2A May 1963, published 
in connexion with the United States reaction to the Soviet Union ^s proposal regarding- a 
zone in the ^fediterraneans 
( continued in French ) 

"The only response the United vStates made was to speak of propaganda. In 

reality, this reaction hides its deep embarrassment, for the United States 

Government is aware that the attitude of the African countries to this Soviet 

initiative will be entirely favourable". 
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( continued in Russian .) 

Prom all that has been said about the., importance of zones free from nuclear weapons 
i"! follows that it is -a question of measures which could substantially reduce the danger of 
the outbreak of a thermonuclear \^ar<» -.Theii?; impleraentation would be an effective measure 
against, the spreading of nuclear weapons to more Stately and "a reliable way towards the 
solution of the remaining problems on the agenda of our .'Committee. — first and foremost, 
the solution of the problem of general and complete disarmament* The arguments hitherto 
advanced by the Western representatives against the proposals for the creation of de- 
nuclearized zones do not stand up to criticism- .in the light •pf the f dcK^ ;;gntiW -f?-'^^^^ 
assessment of the' -'Situation. 

The idea of creating"- such zones in different parts of the -world is in fact nothiiig 
but the practical application of prb'-pc>.sals for -.the prevention of the further spread of 
nuclear weapons to certain specific- geographical areas* If the NATO countries are. really 
in .favoixr of adopting measures • against the spreaa of nuelear-weapons, as is stated., for 
instance, 'in the United States plan (ENDC/30), then if* is- difficult for us to understand . 
their negative attitude towards the proposals of the socialist countries. 

I should like to express the hope. that the Committee will at last enter into a period 
of constructive discussions which will enable us to work out and recommend effective 
measures capable of leading to a real relaxation of international tension,, to limiting 
and eliradnating the threat of a nuclear war. 

Sir Pau l MASON (United Kingdom) % I wish to begin this morning by making some 
observations on the proposal (ENDC/91, p. 6) submitted by the Soviet representative at our 
meeting on 27 May (ENDC/pV.137, pp* 9-14-) to declare the' Mediterranean area a nuclear-free 
zone.. I do so because I. think, that the reaction of the Western delegations, and certainly 
that of the United Kingdom delegation, has not yet been fully understood by our Eastern 
European colleagues. I am bound to say that I am fortified in that belief after having 
listened to the speech of our Czechoslovak colleague this morning< 

I said^'the proposal submitted by the Soviet representative", but perhaps that is 
hardly an accurate description. The Committee will remember that what Ifr. Tsarapkin did ' 
was to take a little over half an hour of the Committee ^s time to read out the complete 
text of a note addressed through normal diplomatic channels to the United Kingdom 
Government, and, I think, to some fifteen other governments which are mainly interested in 
a proposition of this kind, making the proposal for a nuclear-free Mediterranean area. 
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Our Soviet colleague did that almost before the envelopes containing the notes had been 
opened in the capitals of the countries concerned* He then enlarged very considerably 
on what he considers to be the merits of this proposal* But when the Western members of 
the Committee^ and notably my own leader ^ Mr* Godber, expressed their first reactions to 
the proposal^ our Soviet colleague upbraided us — as I recall it, he notably upbraided 
cur Italian colleague — for speaking before our Governments had had time to consider the 
notes which they had received* In so doing, he was followed at our meeting on 31 May, 
by our Czechoslovak colleaguoo That, in fact, I suppose to be at the base of what our 
Czechoslovak colleague said this morning when he accused us of dealing lightly with this 
proposition (supra ^ Po6 ) 

If the Soviet Government wishes to take the initiative in this matter in two forums 
at one and the same time — via the diplomatic channel and in this Conference — that is 
of course its own affair o But I suggest that it is hardly correct for it and its allies 
then to contend that, in that event, representatives of the Western Powers here cannot 
be allowed to react in this Committee until their Governments have considered the notes 
which they have received* In my submission, to claim that would be to give a clear 
advantage to the Soviet Government in presenting its case, which I am bound to say I can 
only characterize as being a propaganda advantage^ I do so at the risk of offending 
our Czechoslovak colleague who, on 31 May and again today, seemed to me to display a little 
sensitiveness on this point* 

As our Soviet colleague knows, and as indeed he has been told, his Government will 
of course in due process of time receive replies — certainly a reply from the United 
Kingdom -- through the same channel by which the original communication was sent. But 
in the meantime it is only fair, and I think indeed only right, that we should respond in 
this Committee to what our Eastern European colleagues have said on the subject* 

The position of the United Kingdom delegation on nuclear-free zones in general has 
been set out clearly and fully on various occasions, and in particular by the leader of 
my delegation at the meetings on 6 May (ENDC/PV*128, pp*24 et seq *) and 27 May (ENDC/pV* 
13V, ppo22. et, s_eq) which have been referred to again this morning by the representative 
of Czechoslovakia o I shall take a moment of the Comjnittee^s time to recapitulate what 
that position iso 

In our view any proposal for nuclear-free zones in a given area must have regard to 
certain criteria* 
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First, such a proposal must have the support of the States directly concerned whose 
interests would be affected. The Cvechoslovak representative said this morning that the 
proposal had already met ~ as I took his words down — with a large amount of response 
and approval ( suipra . p* 6 )» Well^ we shall no doubt see in due course what the views are 
of the States who have been approached on this subject. Personally^ before reaching 
conclusions I Sxhould prefer to await those replies* 

Secondly, we contend that such a proposal cannot be applied to an area of direct 
military confrontation of the great Power s» 

Thirdly, we say that it cannot be applied to regions where there is a complex system 
of essential defensive arrangements, such as those obtaining in Europe, which, pending 
general and complete disarmament, maintain the balance of power and thereby contribute to 
.the preservation of peace* 

The Czechoslovak representative challenged the second and third of those contentions 
this morning,^ and I hope to come back to that point in a moment* But, as far as the 
present Soviet proposal is concerned, we maintain that it clearly fails to meet the 
criteria which I have just enunciated* Those criteria can., we believe, be met in other 
areas* There is for instance the area of Latin America. Mr. Godber suggested on 
6 May that such a proposal in that area is - 

"... one which might well offer real advantages and might well be appropriate in 

the circumstances of Latin America." .. (ENDC/PV.128. p. 25 ) 
At the same meeting Mr. Godber stated °, 

"We adopt in relation to Africa exactly the same attitude I have indicated in 

relation to Latin America." (ibid . ) 
He went on to say" 

"If the ' countries' concerned renlly want. this,, then we shall adopt a very 

sympathetic interest towards it." ( ibid . ) 
So I hope that our attitude on proposals for these areas is quite clear. 

But, having said that, I think it is not necessary for me to remind the Committee 
that the complex system of defensive arrangements in Europe is very closely linked with 
the Mediterranean area, and that is where we begin to find the difficulties in the present 
Soviet proposal. Any attempt to upset those defensive arrangements, which, as I have 
said, maintain the present balance and thereby maintain peace in the area between East and 
West, could v/ell lead to a dangerously unstable situation which might tempt a potential 
aggressor to believe that he could launch an attack on individual members of the North 
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Atlantic Treaty Organization with impunity; or^ in other words, he might be tempted to 
think that such. an attack would not be resisted by the collective strength of the NATO 
Alliance as a v/holeo And that would be a gra-^ife miscalciilationo We in the West do not 
believe in tempting possible aggression, and our defensive arrangements in the 
Mediterranean are designed to make sure that a potential aggressor does not miscalculate* 

There is a further point on this proposal for a Mediterranean nuclear-free zone. 
Even. if we were to accept such a proposal, our Eastern European colleagues have failed to 
show us how it could be effectively put into operation* I wish to take one simple pointo 
It is very difficult to suppose that, if a nuclear war ^^7ere to occur in Europe, the 
Mediterranean could hope to escape the effects of radioactive fallout even if it had 
previously been declared a -nuclear-free area* I recall that the Soviet representative 
himself told us at our last meetings 

"As a result of the pernicious effects of atomic radiation, a nuclear war would 
cause untold calamities and the loss of millions of human lives also in countries 
that would not be directly subjected to nuclear bombardment*'^ ( ENDG/FV<>1^0. d>19 ) 
I only want to add to that very telling quotation the point that that particular 
consideration obviously does not alter our views, which I have again stated earlier in 
my remarks this morning, on one criteria which should govern the setting up of nuclear- 
free zones • In fact it reinforces them. 

I am aware, of course, that the Czechoslovak representative this morning has stated 
that it is impossible to draw distinctions between nuclear-free zones, that the whole 
concept of nuclear-free zones is an admirable one, and that one should. not try to dis- 
tinguish between one in one area of the world and one in another. I really do not think 
that that is an argument I can follow in its literal sense* What I believe the 
Czechoslovak representative was really doing was to state that the way to bring about a 
general situation of the kind which he wishes to see is to bring about general and 
complete disarmaments 

I was glad to notice that on that occasion he quoted ( supra . p.l2) with approval what 
the leader of my delegation has said on that subject; though I am bound to say that from 
our point of view he rather spoiled the effect by indicating that the United Kingdom 
delegation was hesitant about the practicability of reaching general and complete 
disarmament as a whole o I do not wish to get sidetracked into that kind of discussion 
except to point out that saying there are difficulties to be overcome is not the same as 
suggesting that the goal is either impossible or, still less, undesirable. 
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Having said all" that ;> I should just like to make one positive suggestion* It is 
tnat it might very well bs more useful if on this question of a Mediterranean nuclear-free 
zone we were now to await the answers which will be given to the Soviet Government's notes 
to the governments principally concerned^ and that if the situation is to be studied further 
in this Committee, as it well may be, it should be in the light of our knowledge of those 
answers* I myself cannot believe ^.aat any other procedure could serve any very construc- 
tive purpose:© 

Having spoken on that subject, I want to turn to another topic, and that is the 
question of the Soviet draft declaration on bases, (ENDC/75)* I wish to do so because I 
think I should make some reference to certain comments made on this subject, in reply to 
some comments of my own at a previous meeting (ENDC/pV*136, p*27), by the representative of 
Poland, Mto Blusztajn (ENDC/PV«i39, Pe2l) I realise , of course, that Mr* Blusztajh is not 
here, and I hope that both he and his successor in the Polish chair, Mr* Lachs, will 
forgive me if I take up the matter only at this moment « 

I am bound to say that one of the many ways in which my mind was notably less nimble 
than that of Mr* Blusztajn was in my ability, or inability, to comment on a considered 
statement almost immediately and before I had time to read the record carefully* I do not 
wish to go into all the arguments which Mr. Blusztajn repeated at our meeting on 31 ^fey, 
because those which he used a second time- to my mind carried no more conviction than they 
had earlier; but he did take the trouble to think of a fresh series of arguments 
additional to those on which I had comjnented, perhaps a little adversely, on previous 
occasions, and I feel that I should try to make some comment upon them. Therefore I wish 
to deal with a series of quotations from what our Polish colleague said at that meeting. 

The first argument with which I wish to deal is that in which Mr. Blusztajn informed 
us that "The Soviet draft declarati -n was not connived as an abstractiono.*" (ibMO 
That may well be so, but if it is, why is there no mention of the 700 medium-range ballistic 
missiles in Western Russia which would remain untouched by the Soviet proposal and which, 
as far as we in Western Europe are concerned, are very far from being an abstraction? 
Indeed, some of us have even gone so far as to point out that those missiles happen to 
exist and that they are targeted on Western European cities (ENDG/PV.136, po28). 

Then 14r. Blusztajn asserted that the Soviet proposal - 

•"c.o corresponds to a series of material conditions which have been accumulating 

throughout the post-war years." ( EMDC/PY.139. )d.21 ) 
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If I understand that remark correctly^ then I ask again why there is no mention of the 
700 Soviet missiles which certainly accumulated^ if that is the right word., during that 
period«> The word "accumiulated" seems to me to be a very typical English understatement 
of the position • 

Our Polish colleague then went on to assert that - 

'^*. it is natural that the party which contributed to bringing this negative 

situation into being should make the greater efforts and the greater contributions 

to restore the status quo ante and to normalize the situation^" (ibid*, p>.22) 
It is not quite clear to me what the status quo ante is in this connexion. Ante what? 
In any case^ did our Polish colleague stop to consider which party has in fact contributed 
most to the negative state of affairs which constitutes the cold war? I do not propose 
to take up the time of the Committee to recapitulate developments in Europe after the 
Second World War, because it has been done so often* I shall simply say that if we in 
Westera Europe considered ourselves in the past, and still consider ourselves now, 
threatened by the East, it would be helpful if our Eastern colleagues were from time to 
time to ask themselves why that is soo 

I then go on to a further arguraent used by Mr* Blusztajn, when he said that - 

"•a* the United States and its allies are responsible for the tension set up by the 

existence of bases on foreign territory, . • " (ibid * ) 
That is an argument which we often hear in this Committee, and it has been dealt with on 
many occasions faithfully and in detail. I ..shall only remind the Committee that the root 
of tension is to be found, not in ttae existence of bases set up by common agreement of all 
concerned, but in the threat to which those bases were originally, and still are, only a 
response. 

In my next reference I shall not quote all the actual words used, but shall give the 
gist of what was said, and I hope it will be agreed that I have summarized it accurately. 
Our Polish colleague argued that it was just and fair that we in the West should '^bear the 
greater onus of the costs" (ibid., p.22) involved in the Soviet proposal. As we have 
repeatedly shown -- I have shown; it on at least two occasions myself — this is not a 
question of the West bearing the greater onuso We should in fact have to bear the entire 
onus. Our Polish colleague saido 

"This would represent a contribution to the cause of collective security, and ... 

would be tantamount to a tax on- the undue wealth achieved in the course of the 

cold war." ( ibid. ) 
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Proposals for the redistribution of income by taxation have always been a rather con- 
troversial issue e It is always disputable who has achieved undue wealth, or why that 
wealth has been unduly gained 5 and, of course, it is al\<fajs very much easier to propose 
that the other man should pay the taxes. 

But I do not want to detain the Committee on that argument o I do not think that ye 
shall be misled by arguments like that one, or indeed like the others to which I have 
alluded. I leave it to the Committee to judge whether the general interest of the inter- 
national community, of the new and higher international order to which Mr. Blus^tajn 
referred, would be strengthened by a proposal which preserves the freedom of the Soviet 
Union to threaten the devastation of Western Europe and which at the same time undermines 
our right in Western Europe to counter such a threat by appropriate and effective defensive 
measures. 

Baron von PLATEI^[ (Sweden )o As the Chairman will recall, in his statement made or 
31 May as representative of Czechoslovakia he said inter alia that ~ 

''..e prominent Scandinavian Statesmen — the President of Finland, Mr. Kekkonen, and 
the Prime Minister of Sweden, Mr. Erlander — have repeatedly expressed themselves in 
favour of creating a nuclear-free zone that would include the countries of Northern 
Europe . " (ENDC/PV.139, p. 26 ) 
In order to put the Swedish views on these matters into focus after the idea was launched 
by the President of Finland, I think I might usefully read out to this Committee the 
comments made by the Swedish Prime Minister on 29 May. >lr. Erlander saido 

"Before expressing myself in more detail on the proposal made by President 
Kekkonen, I must have occasion to study more closely his interesting speech. 
I should like to stress, however, one point particularly mentioned by President 
Keklconen, namely, that none of the Nordic States has atomic weapons on its 
territory, or is preparing to provide itself with such weapons. 

'^The Unden plan ^^/as an initiative taken by the Swedish Government with a view 
to breaking the deadlock on the disarmament question. We have preferred to regard 
the issue of denuclearized zones in connexion with a nuclear test ban treaty. 
VJe have .been of the opinion t'.ataLl the different proposals on disarmament should, 
in the first place, be dealt with in the United Nations Commission on Disarmament. 
The negotiations in Geneva on a test ban treaty are now at a decisive stage. We hope 
that the great Powers will bear in mind their responsibility to the world and overcome 
the still remaining obstacles to reach an agreement on a nuclear test ban." 
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I hope that those words of the Swedish Prime 14inister will clarify our views and also 
serve as an urgent reminder that we need and expect positive results in the long and 
difficult negotiations between the nuclear Powers on a test ban treaty* 

The CHAIRMAI^T (feechoslovakia) ( translation from Russian )o I now call upon 
Mto Tsarapkin<> x^ho wishes to exercise his right of reply* 

lfe.s_TSARAPKSi (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) ( translation from Russian )§ 
I should like to avail myself of the right of reply ^ The representative of Canada, 
Mr* Burns, ended his statement today (siipra, pa6 ) with an appeal to the Soviet Union to 
change its approach to the negotiations and not to insist on the acceptance of all the 
Soviet proposals in the form in which they have been submitted, without discussing them 
or without an opportunity to introduce modifications or amendments* That concluding 
sentence of Mto Burns outwardly looks reasonable and, I would even say, encouraging* 
Of course, Mr* Burns, you are right.;; it is not a good thing when a participant in the 
negotiations refuses to consider the substance of amendments, modifications or additions 
to the proposals submitted by him* 

But that thought of yours, which is outwardly quite reasonable, is not at all 
applicable to the situation which has come about in the Committee « In the first place, it 
should be pointed out that Mr* Burns depicts the substance of the matter incorrectly. 
He appeals to us to start negotiations and not to insist that the Soviet proposals be 
accepted as they are* He appealed to the Soviet Union not to refuse to consider amend- 
ments and modifications to the text of the Soviet proposals* Precisely that thought of 
Ifr. Burns sounded encouraging in the sense that it could be taken as an indication that the 
Western Powers were themselves ready to start real negotiations on the Soviet proposals 
and had some amendments, additions and modifications to those proposals* Of course, 
Mr* Burns, we are ready to consider amendments and additions by the Western Powers to the 
Soviet proposals with the closest attention and in a most constructive manner. 

But, as is well knoxsTn, there are no amendments or additions by the Western Powers to 
the Soviet proposals before us, and you know it, Mr-, Burns* The actual situation is far 
worse* You do not wish at all to discuss here the Soviet Union ^s proposals for the con- 
clusion, of a non-aggression pact (ENDC/77), and you have confirmed that todays Then what 
amendments or modifications to the Soviet proposals can we talk about? You also reject 
the Soviet draft declaration on the renunciation by States of the use of foreign territorie. 
for stationing strategical means of delivery of nuclear weapons (EKDC/75) without even 
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attempting to submit any amendments or additions to it* The same can be said in regard to 
the proposals for denuclarized zoneso Therefore Mr* Burns* concluding and encouraging 
sentence turns out, when verified^ to be a hollow sound and not in accordance with the real 
position of the representatives of the Western Powers in the Committee o 

Nevertheless, we should like to see in. this sentence of the Canadian representative a 
hint that the representatives of the Western Powers intend to submit for the Committee ^s 
consideration their o\^ amendments to the Soviet proposals in regard to a non-^aggression 
pact, in regard to the text of the declaration, and in regard to denuclearized zones* 
If that is so, then we welcome it and assure Ifr* Burns and his Western colleagues that we 
shall consider such amendments with all the attention they deserve --provided, of course, 
that such amendments are submitted* 

Now a few words by way of reply to the United Kingdom representative, Sir Paul Mason. 
Not only is it impossible for us to agree, but it is altogether difficult for us to 
understand the meaning of the United Kingdom representative's objections to the fact that 
the 'Soviet delegation informed the Committee (ENDC/PVo137, pp. 9-14) of the contents of the 
Soviet Government's note regarding the creation of a denuclearized zone in the area of the 
Mediterranean Sea (EI\[DC/91)o Sir Paul Mason's objections sound all the more strange since 
we submitted the text of this note to the Committee two- or three days after its publication 
in the press. This Soviet proposal is undoubtedly of interest to the Committee, since we 
are discussing here the question of collateral measures and since the Committee already ha^ 
before it proposals for the creation of denuclearized zones in other parts of the world. 

Then XNrhat grounds has Sir Paul l^Iason for objecting to our reading out in the Committee 
the text of the Soviet note on the c::eation of a denuclearized zone in the Mediterranean 
and to our request to have it issued as a document of our Committee? We see no reason 
for reproaching us, or for any objection in this connexion on the part of the United 
Kingdom representative or anyone else. 

As for the other considerations put forward by the representatives of Canada and the 
United Kingdom, we shall study them carefully and shall reply to them later. 

Sir Paul I^4AS0N (United Kingdom):^ I do not wish to take the Committee's time in 
exercise of the right of reply, but I think I m.ust simply correct our Soviet colleague on 
one point where I think he clearly did not understand wliat I said. I said (sujDra. p.l$ ) 
that, if the Soviet Government wished to raise the question of the proposal for a nuclear-- 
free zone in the Mediterranean in two forums at once -- by v;ay of the diplomatic channel 
and simultaneously in this Committee — that was certainly its affair and I made no 
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objection e But I added that in that event we must not be upbraided and reproached for 
replying in this Committee to questions raised here before the governments had given their 
replies to the communications made to them through the diplomatic channel* I am quite 
content to stand by that. 

The Conference decided to issue the following communique ^o 

"The Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmiament today held 

its one hundred and forty-first plenary meeting in the Palais des Nations ;, Geneva, 

under the chairmanship of Mr. Simovic, Vice Minister -for Foreign Affairs and 

representative of Cz echo Slovakia o 

"Statements were made by the representatives of Canada, Czechoslovakia, the 

United Kingdom, Sweden and the Soviet Union « 

"The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Monday, 10 June 1963, 

at 10c 30 a.m*" 

The meeting rose at 12.5 p^m . 



